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This ia in response to tha Office Action i»ail«i on 
Septeiriber 12, 2005. Claitt« X-27 «ere pending in application, and 
Septempar ^ . ^lai^s With this amendment. Claims 1. 

the Examiner rejected all claims, wiro 

6 and 7 are amended and the reT«aining claims are unchanged in the 
Application. ^^^^ ^ ^^^^^^ ^^^^^^^ ^ 

rejected claims 6 and 7 under 35 U.S.C. S112, 

The Examiner indicated that there wa« no antecedent baexs for 
^the acoustic feature extractor-. Both claims 6 7, "^"f 

been amended to depend from claim 5. Therefore, antecedent basis 
IB found in claim 5- Applicant thus submits that the claims are 

now in proper form. 

At the bottom o£ page 2 of the Office Action, and 
through page 5 of the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 
1-5 7-18, 20-21 and 23-27 under 35 U.S.C S102(a) as being 
anticipated by the Field et al. reference (GB 2,364,850). Of 
these, claims 1, and 21 are independent claims. Applicant 
respectfully traverses the Examiner's rejection. 

The Field reference discusses a server-based system. 
The oystam 10 for processing voice calls is expresely stated to 
be a server-based system, and the system is shown in more detail 
^ PIS. 2 of Field et al. FIG. 2 specifically shows that server 
20 forms the basis of the system, and the detailed description In 
Field et al. is replete with references to the fact that server 
20, or the server-based system 10 supported by server 20, 
perforttis aubatantially all of the processing discussed therein. 
This is a fundamentally different type of system than that 
claimed by the present application. 

independent claim 1 and 21 of the present application 
claim a -voice message processing eystem with -a distributed voice 
data proceasor> (claim x) and a method of processing voice 
messagcb- including "processing the new voice message at |a 
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ai.t.i^uted proceaaor.-. The present application -^-"j;^ 
define* what ''distributed processor" means. The present 
appli'tion Btatee that such a processor is «a non-server based 
7^:l Z a system under the control of the ^^^Tfp^^' ' 
^h as a desktop system, a personal digital assistant (^K a 
"lephone, a laptop colter, etc' Page 4, line 26-paga 5, lin. 

^' There are many advantages to the present system being a 

<Ustrib«ted system, instead of a ser^rar-based system l^r^ 
those are that it reduces cost and increases flexibxlxty, an^ 
substantially eliminates the need for a system administrator, 
which is required in server based systeins. • 
Field et al. neither teach nor discuss nor even mention 
axiy type of distributed system, but instead refer only to a 
server-based system. Therefore, Field et al. cannot anticipate 
the present invention. Further, Field et al. neither teach no? 
suggest the present invention, and thus claims 1 and 21 are 

allowable over Field et al. 

j^licant also submits that a number of tha dependent 
claims are independently allowable. For instance, dependent 
claim 4 Bpecifically claims a speaker model training component 
configured to train a speaker identification model. Similarly, 
dependent claim 24 includes receiving a user input indicative of 
a speaker identity, and training a speaker identification modal. 
Field et al. neither teach nor suggest any type of model 
training, whatsoever. Specifically, the passages cited by the 
Examiner do not teach a system that trains models. Thus, 
Applicant submits that dependent claims 4 and 24 aaqe 
independently allowable. I 
Dependent claim 11 specifically states that tWe 
distributed, voice data processor includes a suimna^iz^^tidn 
con5.onent configured to generate a summary of the voice messag^. 
Again, the passages cited by the Examiner sii^ly fail to teach Qr 
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^^Ar.r. «Tiv tvoe Of component that sumraarizes at 
=ni-frrf»st or even Tnentioiir aJay ^YP^ wu.^^* ,^^4. 

r^^^im 11 is independently allowable. i 
lu^r, dependent claitna 16 and 23 discuc. changx.^ 
the rate at which the speaker speaX. in the voice^il ^ssag. 
When th. n^ssage i. played baclc. Tha text ^^^^^^l^f^J^'tate 
al. Cited by the EKatninax discuss the fact that a ^^^^ 
is detected, but thexe is no diacusaion, or av«n n«ntion of 
anything in Field et al. that allows * user to change the rate at 
Which the inesflage ia spoken, when played back to the uaer 
specifically, dependent claim 16 includes «a rate changxng input 
Which, When actuated by the u«er, ch^xges a -P^^"^^!^^ 
associated with the voice message.- SiTPilarly, claxm 23 xnclu<tes 
^normalizing the speaking rate to a user-selected apeaking rate., 
Since these are neither shown nor suggested by the reference 
cited by the Exardner, Applicant submits that dependent claxms 16 
and 23 are independently allowable. 

in addition. Applicant submits that dependent claim 20 
is independently allowable. Dependent claim 20 is drawn to a 
user interface that "displays a rule Indicator indicative of 
rules being applied." The passage cited by the Examiner in Field 
et al. sini>lr does not mention or suggest providing an indicator 
that indicates what rules are applied. Therefore. Applicant 
eubndts that dependent claim 20 is independently allowable. . 

Applicant further submits that a host of dependent 
claims are allowable by virtue of the fact that they are neithcjr 
taught nor suggested in a distributed environment. For inatance. 
dependent claims 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 9, 10, 12-14. 18, 19, 22, and :^.6 
are neither taught nor sviggested as being performed anywhere on la 
distributed processor. Thus, Applicant submits that those claims 
are independently allowable as well. , 

. Finally, the Examiner cited St. John (WO 01/X6936) i)n 
rejecting claims 16, ' 19 and 22 under 25 tr.siC S103 (a> . However, 
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in coooluaion. uppllont m*m 

recoMicleration emd allowance of claiina 1-27. deficiency 
The Director ie authorized to chaxge .iiy ^^^^1^^°^ 
rec^red by this paper or credit any ovcrpayioent to Deposit 
Account No. 23-1123. 

Respectfully submitted, 
WBSXMAM, caaMPLZN & KEMjY, 




Keliy, Reg.>^. 34, B4/ 
aniite 1400 - Internal^rtaial Centre 
900 second Avenue South 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55402-3319 



Phone: (612) 334-3222 PaX; (612) 334-3312 
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